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CITY OF MORGAN HILL

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

17555 Peak Avenue Morgan Hill CA 95037 (408) 779-7247 Fax (408) 779-7236
Website Address: www.morgan-hill.ca.gov

PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING MINUTES

REGULAR MEETING JULY 9, 2002

PRESENT: Acevedo, Engles, Escobar, Lyle, Mueller, Weston

ABSENT: Benich

LATE: None

STAFF: Planning Manager (PM) Rowe, Senior Engineer (SE) Creer and
Administrative Searetary Smith

Chair Acevedo called the meeting to order at 7:02 p.m.

DECLARATION OF POSTING OF AGENDA

Administrative Secretary Smith certified that the meeting’s agenda was duly noticed and
posted in accordance with Government Code Section 54954.2.

OPPORTUNITY FOR PUBLIC COMMENT

Chair Acevedo opened the public hearing.
With no one present wishing to speak, the public hearing was closed.

Commissioner Weston stepped down from the dias at this time due to a possible conflict of
interest, as he is the architect far the next projed agendaitem.

CONSENT CALENDAR:

1) EOT-02-04/
UP-01-02:
KEYSTONE-
MARTIN:

A request for an extension of time on a conditional use permit for amixed use located
at 20 Keystone Ave in the CC-R, Centra Commercial Residential zoning district.

COMMISSIONERS MUELLERENGLES MOTIONED FORTHE APPROVAL OF
RESOLUTION NO. 02-56 ALLOWING A ONE-YEAR EXTENSION OF THE
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT APPLICATION, UP-01-02. THE MOTION
CARRIED ON A VOTE OF 5-0-2 AS FOLLOWS: AYES: ACEVEDO, ENGLES,
ESCOBAR, LYLE, MUELLER; NOES: NONE; ABSTAIN: NONE; ABSENT:
BENICH, WESTON.
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NEW BUSINESS:

3) DAA-01-07:
COCHRANE-
MISSION
VIEW

4) DAA-00-12:
E. DUNNE-
GREWAL

Commissioner Weston resumed his seat at the dias.

Chair Acevedo advised that he had been requested by Scott Schilling, project applicant, that
item #2 be moved and heard later on the agenda because he wanted to bepresent, but would
be arriving late. It was the consensus of the Commission to delay the hearing of ltem #2
until the arrival of Mr. Schilling.

Agendaitem #3 was heard at thistime.

A request to amend the development agreement for PhasesV & VI of the Mission

Ranch project to include the 4 building allocations received as part of the City’s 2001
Residential Development Control System. The Mission Ranch project is located on the
on the south east corner of the intersection of Cochrane Rd. and Mission View Dr.

PM Rowe presented the staff report, indicating that on June 11, 2002 the Commission
reviewed and approved a 28-1ot tentative map for phases V and VI. Asa condition of the
approval, the project development agreement needs to be amended to address the 4 new
building alotments. Other significant recommended changes to the agreement are: 1)
Addition of subsection (n) requiring Peet Road frontage improvements; 2) Addition of
subsection (r) requiring the annual reporting of the unit sale prices; 3) Modification of (1)i
requiring an additional BMR in future phase VII ; and 4) Date changes within Exhibit B.
PM Rowe requested Commission adoption of Resolution No. 02-58, with recommendation
to City Council for approval.

Chair Acevedo opened the public hearing.

There being no one present wishing to speak to the matter, Chair Acevedo closed the public
hearing.

COMMISSIONERS LYLE/MUELLER MOTIONED TO APPROVE RESOLUTION
NO. 02-58. THE MOTION PASSED BY A VOTE OF 6-0-1 AS FOLLOWS: AYES:
ACEVEDO, ENGLES, ESCOBAR, LYLE, MUELLER, WESTON; NOES: NONE;
ABSTAIN: NONE; ABSENT: BENICH.

A request to amend the development agreement for a four-lot subdivision of a 1.6 acre
parcel located on the north east corner of the intersection of Hill Rd and E. Dunne Ave.
The amendment request would extend the four building allocations for nine months to
March 30, 2003.

PM Rowe presented the staff report, noting that thisdevel opment agreement amendment will
incorporate the nine-month extension of time to record thefinal map, pull building permits
and commence construction for the 4 FY 2001-02 building alotments. The extension
request (ELBA) was approved by the Commission and Council on June 11, 2002 and June
19, 2002, respectivdy. PM Rowe provided staff’s reques for Commission adoption of
Resolution No. 02-59, with recommendation to forward to City Council for approval. He
informed the Commission that if the applicant fails to submit a complete fina map
application and provideall information requested by the Architectural Review Board by July
12, 2002, their action on this item tonight would become null and void. Staff would then
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5) ZA-01-23:
COCHRANE-
IN-N-OUT
BURGER

return thisitem back before the Commission with arecommendation to reassign the unused
building allocations.

Chair Acevedo opened the public hearing.
There being no further comments, the public hearing was closed.

Commissioner Lyle pointed out that the dates under Exhibit A, Section 1V, Building Permit
Submittal, should be changed from 03-30-03 to 11-30-02. He also recommended splitting
out the dates under Section V, Building Permits, of Exhibit A asfollows: 1) Separately lig
“Obtaining Building Permits’ schedule and change dates from 03-30-03 to 02-15-03; and
2) Separately list the “Commence Construction” schedule, with the 03-30-03 dates
unchanged.

COMMISSIONERS LYLE/MUELLER MOTIONED FOR THE APPROVAL OF
RESOLUTION NO. 02-59, WITH THE ABOVE NOTED MODIFICATIONS TO
EXHIBIT A, SECTIONS IV AND V. THE MOTION CARRIED ON A 6-0-1 AS
FOLLOWS: AYES: ACEVEDO, ENGLES, ESCOBAR, LYLE, MUELLER,
WESTON; NOES: NONE; ABSTAIN: NONE; ABSENT: BENICH.

A request for approval to amend the precise development plan for the planned unit
development located at the northwest quadrant of Cochrane Rd. and Hwy 101 to allow
for an approximate 3,250 sf drive-thru restaurant. The subject site was originally
approved for a 6,300 sf sit-down restaurant.

PM Rowe presented the staff report, concluding with staff’s recommendétion that the
Commission deny the applicant’s request to change the precise devel opment plan and the
permitted uses to allow them to be located on the site for the following reasons. One, the
reguest isinconsistent with the original intent of the Planned Unit District (PUD); and two,
it is inconsistent with the community’s overdl objectives for the types of uses for this
gateway areasite. PM Rowe stated staff isal so concerned with the site plan as proposed and
itsimpacts primarily in terms of onsite traffic circulation. He added that the applicant has
indicated some “keep clear” and afew other indicators to try to direct traffic in away that
will minimize impacts, but the problem with this is that there still will be a tendency for
customers to exit the site from the ingress-only driveway, which will create conflicting
movements for vehicles entering that driveway. He noted that he fdt the reverse in the
flipping of the plan would probably be a better approach.

PM Rowe then provided the Commission with the following alternatives to staff’s
recommended action: 1) Alternative #1 - Approval of the zoning amendment to allow a
drive-thru, fast food restaurant in the PUD, but denial of the amendment to the precise
development plan as proposed with the requirement that the applicant either @) relocate the
drive-thru, fast food useto the corner parcel; or b) redesign the precise development plan for
the currently proposed site to eliminate some of the onsite planning and circulation iSsues,
and 2) Alternative#2 - Approval of the zoning amendment request to allow drive-thru, fast
food restaurant useinthe PUD, and approvethe amendment to the precise devel opment plan,
where extensive conditions would be placed on the approval.

PM Rowe advised the Commission that the traffic engineer with Fehr & Peers Associates,
Jason Pack, was present to address questions regarding the onsite traffic circulation, aswell
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as the project’s impact on the offsite. At this time, PM Rowe field questions from the
Commissioners.

Commissioner Englesinquired if both Alternative #1 and Alternative #2 recommendations
anticipateoverflow parking on thehotels' parking lots? PM Rowereplied “yes’, and added
that staff does not feel it’s a problem because the p.m. peak for the dinner hour for the
restaurant is an off-peak time for the hotel's, whose peak times tend to be from 10 p.m. to 6
am.

Commissioner Escobar requeded clarification with regard to the kind of establishment
conception that meets the concept of agateway entrance so that he would know whether or
not this project fit conceptually withinthe general parameters. PM Rowe responded that the
concern iswith the first impression statement given of Morgan Hill for people entering the
community gateway from the freeway and the nature of the use along with the site. He
added that staff has a Scenic Gateway Plan that isunderway, which the Architectural Review
Boardisworking on, and it will be comingto the Planning Commisson, at which timethere
will be a better definition and some standards of what the City gateway expectations are.

Commissioner Escobar then asked what type of restaurant or eating establishment would be
more suitable for that kind of asite? PM Rowestated that thereis more flexibility in terms
of the way the floor plan can be configured for a sit-down restaurant. Because In-N-Out
Burgersisconfigured partly to handle high volume, thereisaproficient layout that they have
perfected over time to do that, and that will dictate how the building is arranged. He
continued by indicating that another issueisthat fast food restaurants areinherently ahigher
traffic generator and has greater impacts on onsite circulation because of the drive-up
window. Healso pointed outthat with asit-downrestaurant theturnover inparkingislonger
and the traffic impacts are not as great, both onsite and to the surrounding stregt system,
compared to a fast-food restaurant. PM Rowe stated that asfar as the project design, the
applicant has worked hard with staff to try to address the architectural requirements of the
PUD.

Commissioner Escobar also expressed concern with conditioning the project to a point
because of an image perspective. He commented that he was not diminishing the value of
having an image perspective, but that the City has another freeway entrance where al four
corners have fast food facilities, and he didn’t know if thisis somehow going to change the
impression of those who are passing through Dunne Avenue. PM Rowe stated that it may
not, but one of the reasons why the City Council initiated a series of amendments and
established the PUD districts at the freeway interchanges on Dunne and Condit and
Cochrane, was to establish limits because there were too many hotels going in dong Condit
Road. Commissioner Escobar indicated that he understood, but when he look at other
interchangesthroughout the State, and particular herein SantaClaraValley, hefind very few
upscale restaurants that are located jud off the freeway. He continued by saying he's
concerned because if the site is not going to be used by a sit-down facility that we are
looking for, then we might end up settling for something less, and he thinksthe Commission
has an opportunity to condition things the way we want to for a viable applicant.

In response to Commissioner Engles’ question, PM Rowe stated that In-N-Out Burgersis
also in the process of purchasing the adjacent parcel and submitting an application
administratively that would adjust the property line between the two properties and place
more of this property over onto the side where the restaurant would be located.
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Commissioner Engles asked what staff’ s recommendation would beif they purchased both
parcels? PM Rowe responded that staff’s recommendation would be not to approve the
amendment to the PUD, but that Alternative #1 would place the least amount of impact on
the adjacent land use and provide the most efficient onsite circulation.

Chair Acevedo opened the public hearing.

Ron Volle, Northern California Real Estate Manager for In-N-Out Burgers, presented that
Commissionwith abrief history of therestaurant, aswell asitsmission statement, operations
and company events. He then provided background information on the project. He stated
that staff completed atraffic study based on their Mountan View and Gilroy restaurants,
which are two of the highest restaurant volumes at the top of their chain, and explained why
he did not feel they were good comparisons. He commented that the good news s that the
traffic study gives you a super worst case scenario of what might potentialy occur there;
however, the study still concluded that their project use would not have asignificant impad.

For clarification purposes of Commissioner Engles earlier question, Mr. Volle stated that
they are in contract to purchase both properties, but have not closed escrow yet. He
continued by stating that Alternative #1 puts the focal point of the building at the gateway
area, and the only way they can do that isto have the backdoor whereit comesaround facing
the freeway and closeto all the traffic signalized intersections at the freeway and Cochrane.
He noted that staff is suggesting that they put their drive-thru laneright along side Cochrane
infront and visible toeveryone; however, they have adwaysfound that it isbest to minimize
the view of the drive-thru by putting it along side the building towards the back, and our
current site plan accomplishesthat quitewell. Mr. Vollethen provided commentsregarding
the drive-thru stacking issue, stating that their site plan reflects a 35 ft. easement driveway
between Chevron and In-N-Out Burgers to stack the one or two extra cars that were noted
at their peak period. Mr. Volle shared an artist rendering of their proposed architectural
design of the project with the Commission. He dated that their Sunnyvale restaurant is at
agateway property and The City of Sunnyvaleisvery happy with them. He added that they
are not going to stand on their prototype building, that they understand the intersection and
the desire of the City, and they are willing to work with the City on that.

Lastly, Mr. Volle stated that they understand that the City wantsasit-down restaurant in this
project and that they want the same. He said the best way to proted that isto keep their site
plan where it is and support Alternative #2, which will allow the larger parcel to be a sit-
down restaurant. He shared that their goal isto open up their In-N-Out Burgers restaurant,
fill inall the parking spaceson their site, aswell ason therestaurant site, use that for thefirst
6 months or however long, and then start to look for a quality sit-down restaurant that can
join their project at the site. In conclusion, Mr. Volle advised that Raymund Villanueva,
Director of Development with In-N-Out Burgers, was present and they both would behappy
to answer any questions of the Commission.

Commissioner Engles queried Mr. Volle at thistime. He asked if there isenough parking
to accommodate their additional use of another restaurant on the site? Mr. Volleresponded
thereisatotal of 107 parking spaces, 33 of which are required for their restaurant, leaving
an adequate number for the other restaurant. Mr. Volle stated they havetalkedto Tharaldson
Devel opment and they arewilling to accommodate afew parking spaces, if necessary, when
they open another restaurant. Commissioner Engles asked if he understood Mr. Volle
correctly in saying that they can’'t go next to the freeway? Mr. Volle responded that they
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think it minimizesthe chanceto bring another restaurant there because In-N-Out would then
betaking thelarger parcel, and that it isvery difficult to find arestaurant to fit on 43,000 sg.
ft., asthey typically want 50,000 sg. ft. He voiced that they arereally not happy with having
the back of their building to the freeway and the intersection.

Commissioner Weston commented that during thelunch time period that he definitely thinks
that staff’ s comments about the possiblejamming up of whereit says*“keep clear” and In-N-
Out Burgers' rebuttal to that of the cross-hatched areais still kind of true, because hedidn’t
think many people coming to the restaurant would be coming from the north or down from
San Jose. Mr. Volleresponded that they havefound that the majority of their trafficdoesuse
the freeway and comesin on aright-turn lane from Cochrane. He pointed out that typically
the drive-thrulaneis 16 carsor less. He said it was noted on an occasion or two at minimal
times that the drive-thru had 17 or 18 cars. Howevae, if that were to happen, they are very
good about having their associates out there to ask peopleto makeacircle around during the
one or two times that might happen.

Commissioner Mueller commented that Mr. Volle s assumption that the majority of their
patrons come off the freeway is contradictory to the evidence the Commission has been
provided. He pointed out that the traffic study actually indicates 35% not 70% of their
patronswould havethat right turn-in, right turn-out availability. Commissioner Mueller then
guestioned Mr. Volle regarding how much of the business of the restaurant will be new to
Morgan Hill that does not take from another fast food restaurant in Morgan Hill? (50%
estimated); proposed restaurant volumesinthreeyears? (60% of Gilroy); and how marketing
needs are determined? (50,000 peoplein a3 to 5 mile area).

Commissioner Mueller further queried Mr. Volle as to why he thinks they would be more
successful in attracting the use of the other site than the current devel oper, when the very
person who approached In-N-Out Burgers, in the agreement with the City, readily sad that
he had no problem saying “no fast food”. Mr. Vollereplied that once In-N-Out Burgersis
located there and people see how successful they are, thoseother restaurantswill beinclined
to go there. Commissioner then asked Mr. Volle if they have partnered with anybody
before? Mr. Vollereplied that heknowsthereal estate representatives of almost all theother
chains and they call him wanting to know what he’'slooking at and where he’'sgoing. He
indicated theinterested chainsrunthe gamut from Chili’ s, Jamba Juice, Rubio’s, Starbudks,
Mimi’s Café and Krispy Cream Donuts. Commissioner Mueller shared that he had heard in
the industry that alot of people have expressed an interest in locating there, but they can’t
work adeal with the current owner. Mr. Volle stated the assessment district bonds setup
to fund the infrastructure and the development fees are very expensive.

Jason Pack, traffic consultant with Fehr and Peers Associates, addressed the following
guestions and comments he received from the Commission prior to the meeting:

1) Intersection of Cochrane Plaza and Road “A” that was not included in the traffic study.
Commissioner Lyle stated he was concerned about the queuing in the left turn, because it
isvery busy coming down Cochrane Plaza, and with this additional traffic going on there,
it may be higher than what wasindicated. Mr. Pack stated that he did somelevel of service
and queuing analysis at that intersection and under near term conditions came up with a
gueuefor that left turn being approximately six vehicles deep. However, he said hedid run
the analysis looking at increased volumes under General Plan buildout conditions, and the
intersection did grade at an unacceptable level; thus Road “A” and Madrone Parkway
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becomes unacceptable at General Plan buildout, not buildout of the site, in which case you
probably need signalization and some kind of coordination between the Cochrane Road
intersection, as well as that intersection. Commissioner Lyle then asked if that becomes
unacceptable, could Cochrane Road (the right- in, right-out driveway) be opened up? SE
Creer responded that staff would not support that because of the nearnessto theintersection.
Commissioner Lyle said that would also be his concern. Mr. Pack added tha the analysis
did not include any development on the west side of the Madrone Parkway intersection
wherethereisavacant parcel. Hesaid it lookslikethereisadriveway already cut in there,
so if anything did go inthere, it would probably further degrade the intersection operation.

2) Thepass-by trips. Commissioner Lylerestated hisconcernthat if you were on Cochrane
Road eastbound and going to go passed the restaurant going to the freeway, you would pass
by and have a straight through movement through the Cochrane/Madrone or the Cochrane
Plaza intersection. However, if you want to go to the restaurant, you would replace that
straight through movement with aleft turn onto Madrone and aright turninto Road “A”, and
when you come out you would make a left turn onto Road “A” and another left turn onto
Cochrane Plaza. Hesaid hefelt that trips should not be subtracted, but be added because you
actually end up with more movement. Mr. Pack explained that those pass-by trips are not
new to these study intersections and that they were taken into account. He referred the
Commissionto Figure8, intersection 5, under the project trip assignment of thereport where
the new trips areindicated, and pointed out that thepass-by trips areshown in brackets. Mr.
Pack noted that 16 vehicles have been taken out of theintersection onthe through movement
and that they were added back on the left-turn movement, making those new trips or
additional trips total 30. Mr. Pack clarified tha since they wereonly looking at the p.m.
peak hour trips, he showed the pass-by tripsin brackets.

3) Executive Summary of the traffic report. Commissioner Lyle commented that the
statement made that the Cochrane/Madroneintersectionwill still beat “D” whenthisproject
comes in, in his view is highly speculative, because it assumes 50% of thetraffic that is
currently thereisdiverted back to Hwy 101. Headded that if you diverted moretraffic than
the 50%, then you suddenly might be at “D+", and this would be degradedto a“D”. Mr.
Pack commented that it is speculative whether it will be at “D” or “D+” once the freeway
opens, and that 50% is the number that City staff, Higgins Associates & CCS consultants
were in agreement with. He pointed out that CCS used the traffic model under existing
conditionswith the freeway widened and without the freeway widened to try and get anidea
of how the traffic forecasting model is|oading the roadway network.

4) Commissioner Lyl€e's next concern was with respect to when the background roadway
improvementson page 13 of the traffic report would be done in the City, and whether or not
therearecommitmentsfor thefirst two (third east-bound laneand west bound | eft-turn lane).
SE Creer replied in the affirmative, and stated that staff had a preconstruction meeting one
week ago, and that work should be starting there in about a month or so on both roadway
improvements.

5) Commissioner Mueller stated that there has never been acondition where there would be
almost two full levels from where the General Plan assumes wewill be with no fix. The
intersection at Cochrane and Monterey isindicated to bealevel “F’; Commissionersfelt the
level should betwo (2) below that or “D”, making theintersection |less than desirable for the
presented proposal. Commissioner Mueller asked Mr. Pack why his study has such a
different result than what anybody elsehas come up with? Mr. Pack replied that alot of that
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stems from the fact that there is a recently approved project (a gas station and someretail
going inthat area) that will increase the usage of the fourth leg. He stated that primarily the
study worksin three phases. Y ou only have awest bound approach, asouth bound approach
and a north bound approach, because the east bound approach was nonexistent, and every
time he looked at it, they took all of those volumesinto consideration. Mr. Pack continued
by explaining that this is the first study where he has included traffic volumes that are
associated with that approved project, and when he added that, it took premium time that
could be allocated to those other phases and allocated it for that project. Now with the
General Plan buildout and the manipul ation of the numbersthat he hasused, that intersection
isexploding. Commissioner Mueller askedif Mr. Pack is assuming that hasabigger impact
than a50% reduction in the traffic through there due to the freeway? Mr. Pack replied that
the General Plan buildout has more buildout and more regional growth associaed with it.
He said that hisunderstanding from talking with CCS, who devel oped the model, isthat the
freeway would need to be 10 lanes wide to handleall of theregional traffic through Morgan
Hill 30 yearsfrom now. Therefore, asthe region expands you arestill going to experience
more people getting off and going up Monterey Road as a bypass to Hwy 101.

Commissioner Mueller indicated that from what heishearing, hisunderstanding of what the
traffic models assume is that Hwy 101 would be 8 lanes, with a right-of-way held for 10
lanes, and the General Plan requirementsshould be met if therewere only 8lanes. PM Rowe
pointed out that with Hwy 101 at 8 lanes, they would have to look at adding more travel
lanes on the north arterialsin order to handle the increased spillover that would returnto the
City’ ssurface streets. Commissioner Mueller stated that his concernisbeyond the scope of
this application. He commented that based on what this traffic study istelling us, the City
hasan intersection that is headed for major problemswith noway to get arounditif wedon’t
do anything now, as we are just two years from when the General Plan traffic study was
done. SE Creer stated that the Catholic High School looked at some optionsand he believes
thereisdiscussion about adding athird south bound, I eft-turn receiving lanethat takesit over
and drops it at Butterfield Blvd. So the design has been looked at.

JaneBierstedt, aPrincipal with Fehr & Peers, addressed the Commission, stating that theone
thing that hasto be taken into consideration isthat these projections and how far out they are
intothefuture, including discretionary trips, arereally worst case projections. Sheconcurred
with Commissioner Mueller’ scomment that it isprobably equally likely that the projections
will understate the demand, asthese are prgections based on al ot of assumptions, and there
are so many assumptions that could change. Pm Rowe pointed out that at least two more
General Plan amendment cycles will occur before the buildout conditions of this current
planisreached. He added that there are also other modes of transportation that are being
addressed now to keep people off the freeway.

There being no further comments, Chair Acevedo closed the public hearing.

Chair Acevedo polled the Commissionersto seeif anyone supported staff’ srecommendation
to deny the zoning amendment request to allow thedrive-thru, fag food restaurant usein the
PUD, and deny amendment to the precise development plan.

Commissioner Weston stated he had not heard any compelling argumentsthat they should
approvethisproject. Commissioner Engles said hewould beinclined to approvetheproject,
subject to conditions. Commissioner Mueller stated that part of what they were looking for
was to put sit-down restaurantsin Morgan Hill and we are not getting them. He continued
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by saying that he would need to have more work done on the design of the project and alot
of thetrafficissues addressed before he could vote and agree to change theunderlying PUD.
He ultimately stated that he would be willing to look at it again if further work will be put
into the project before the Commission make afinal decision.

Commissioner Engles said that he understood what Commissioner Mueller was saying and
that he thought there was some validity, but he thinks there are some other issues to be
considered. One, that this property has been in the market for the last three years and there
has been no takers. He commented that often timesin our General Plansit reflects what we
would like to have as a community, but it does not necessarily paralel the market nor does
it parallel reality. So, the question isdo we let the site sit fallow for an indefinite period of
time, knowing we are coming off one of the hottest markets in the history of California, or
doweignorethat. Theother item that issignificant to alot of peopleinthecommunity from
an economic standpaint, isthat it isvery difficult to get decisionmakersfrom aroundthe Bay
Areawho are headed south on Hwy 101 for Carmel or points further south, to pull off the
freeway inMorgan Hill. Therefore, they never get an opportunity to experiencewhat Morgan
Hill isabout. AnIn-N-Out Burgersis a definite reason for people to pull off the freeway,
and maybe In-N-Out Burgers could be asked to provide photographs of our downtown
community. Commissioner Engles concluded by stating that one part of him saysyesweall
would like to have sit-down restaurants, but the other sideisthat we have to look at reality
and rather than have no restaurants at all, it looks like we could be headed for a sit-down
restaurant in conjunction with another restaurant, which | think would finish off that corner
nicely.

Chair Acevedo stated that he agreed with Commissioner Enges comments 100%. He said
he eats at al the burger establishments and he would prefer, given the option, to going to
In-N-Out Burgers. He added that from what he has heard, they soundlikethey arevery good
corporate citizens and they work with the non-profits, which isreally appealing to him. He
advised that he would strongly like to see In-N-Out Burgers locate somewhere in Morgan
Hill, and he thinks what they have presented so far looks nice. Chair Acevedo stated that
provided they are conditioned with the concerns the Commission has noted, he thinks it
would be fine at that location. He continued by saying they sound very flexible, asfar as
what kind of architecture they would bewilling to do, and that they just want to get approval
to locate there, and then they will work with us.

Commissioner Escobar stated that at this point he would be unwilling to support staff’s
initial recommendationfor denial. Hesaid, in concert with what CommissionersEnglesand
Acevedo indicated, he thinks the Commission has an opportunity to bring somebody into
Morgan Hill that has more than just image to offer. He indicated that he feels trafficis a
seriousissue and should be mitigated and dealt with appropriately. Commissioner Escobar
added that he thinks the architectural issues are things tha can also be dealt with
appropriately, and feelsthereisawillingness on In-N-Out Burgers' side to work with usin
that vein. He commented that at thistime “abird in the bush” is better, because we have
someone who obviously draws patronsto their restaurants, and drawing people to the area
to spend money to create an opportunity for jobs for young people, is sorely needed in this
community. Therefore, hethinksit isthe Commission’ sresponsibility to try and find away
to help In-N-Out Burgers find a suitable place, starting with this site.

Commissioner Lyleagreed with Commissioner Mueller’ scomments. Hesaidthat ultimately
he would probably support the request too, but he would rather get these problems worked
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out, rather than lay alot of conditions on them and hope that the Commission was clever
enough in the way the conditions were set that things get worked out properly. He stated
that he thinks that staff has laid down a number of good conditions, and that he was very
concerned about the drive-thru and the traffic circulation as mentioned by Commissioner
Mueller. Secondly, Commissioner Lyle commented that the parking is marginal and again,
with alittle more talk, probably he could be convinced that it is okay. He added that they
have gone along way with the architectural design and perhapsalittle more will make that
okay, but | would like to seeit up front for once.

Commissioner Mueller requested to comment on some of Commissioner Escobar’ s input,
stating that the Commission needs to be looking at what they want where. He pointed out
that the City had an opportunity about six or seven years ago to gve up 50% of our Busness
Park to other uses because the Park had been there 20 yearsand hadn’t done anything. He
stated that granted we are in a downturn right now, but 50% of that Business Park is now
built out, so if you don’'t hold you feet down to what you want, you'll giveit up to alesser
use and the real use you would like goes away.

Upon the request of Char Acevedo, PM Rowe advised the Commission of the following
stepsthat could be taken if thereis apotential 3-3tievote: 1) Technically it isconsidered
non-action on the Commission’s part, and to the Council, it's considered a denial. Staff
would then, as part of their report to the Council indicatethe positions of the three members
that are in favor and the three that are in opposition; and 2) The other option would be to
continue the request to a meeting where all members are present to resolve the tie vote.

Commissioner Engles indicated that he felt that Alternative #1 and #2 both rely on the
overflow parking into the hotel parking lots, and stated that probably is not redlistic if the
owner has adesire to sell these hotels and is waiting to get their occupancy rate up to take
the product to the market place asan investment. He added that whileitisagreat idea, it's
probably not realistic at this paint in timeto put on the applicant the requirement to have a
parking reciproca easement with the neighboring hotels.

Chair Acevedo stated that he favored Alternative #2. Commissioner Lyle said he had a
problem with alternative#1 in that he would only want to vote for that it if it werefor In-N-
Out Burgers, because he views Alternative #1 as a blanket approva of any drive-thru.
Commissioner Mueller agreed with Commissioner Lyleand explained that onceyou modify
the PUD to add afast food place, then you are going to get a fast food place regardless of
who thefast food is, asit goeswith theland. He added that you cannot condition zoning on
the applicant. PM Rowe pointed out that with a zoning amendment al you are doing is
changing what the allowable land uses are.

Commissioner Mueller stated that he does not think the Commission hasworked the project
enough to where they have sufficient details to resolve some of the circulation and visual
aspect issues that reflect an appropriate gateway to forwad to the City Council. He said
that, at this point, they are just dumping the problem with Council. He suggested the
Commission continue the request for two or four weeks; provide the applicant comments
withissuesthey seeon thisproject; tryto work out some of theissueswith the applicant; and
then come up with a site plan where the Commission can get it potentially going forward
with a better recommendation to the City Council.

Chair Acevedo stated that in his opinion the architectural issues are things the Commission
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should recommend to the ARB for them towork through the details. Commissioner Mueller
stated that in this particuar case, we are talking about a gateway to the City and we are
talking about putting afast food restaurant there, and if you’ ve listened to the criticism over
the past ten yearsfor what has gone on at Dunne Avenue, we are not there in what he would
consider an acceptable product for the City. He continued by saying that he has not heard
anyone in the community say anything bad about In-N-Out Burgers, and everybody would
love to have one here. However, he added what we are trying to solve is a gateway visual
issue and hethinksit’ s upon the Planning Commission to have that pretty well nailed down
before altering a PUD that would be very difficult to change back.

Commissioner Escobar commented that he feels this was a cue for the applicant to realize
that there is a window of opportunity that isstarting to take place here. He advised the
applicant that right now they have a split vote in terms of whether their application is
acceptable to the Planning Commission, which doesn’t mean that it necessarily will be
acceptableto the Council. He further stated that he thinks Commissioner Mueller’ sadvice
is good, and he thinks that what the Commission is attempting to do is try to facilitate a
project that they think has some positive potential, even given the constraints of it being a
gateway location.

Commissioner Weston commented that he is the only one that does not have much of a
conciliatory stance when it comes to this project. He stated that they are Planning
Commissioners and he thinks it’s their responsibility to decide where types of prgects
should go within locations of our City. He added that al the arguments made for In-N-Out
Burgers were because of employment opportunities, the fact that the project has not gone
forward in three years, and that they are good neighbors. Commissioner Weston noted that
he can buy all that, but hejust does not want to see In-N-Out Burgerslocated so closeto the
freeway. Hefurther expressed that he does not want In-N-Out Burgersto represent Morgan
Hill any more than he wants Chili’s or anything like that to represent the City, but what he
would like is some decent places that is at |east landscaped better or alittle bit moreless
pronounced close to our freeway.

Commissioner Escobar responded to Commissioner Weston's comments by stating that he
thinks that one thing they may forget as Commissionersis that the way they zone property
and the way they use property determines exactly how the community is perceived. Hesaid
that deciding land use issues do not have just simpleimpacts to land and to the facades and
theimage. Commissioner Escobar stated that it has significant impactsto the peoplewho
live, work and visit the City, so he understandshisrole. Headded that he hasgrave concerns
when those things are being suggested and hethinksit’sthe Commission’ sregponsibility to
monitor that process as well.

Commissioner Weston reiterated that when the deved oper of this project did come forthnot
that long ago, he was more than wiling to say in front of everyone that he would not
encourageafast food restaurant. He pointed out that the devel oper did not say that he would
not encourage afast food restaurant unlessthingsreally get bad, so the majority of the people
on the Commission voted to accept that. He expressed that now that we arethreeyearslater
and four new Commissionersthat he thinks it is an inappropriate action to take.

Chair Acevedo stated that under Alternative #1 that he did not think it practical to relocate
the restaurant to the other parcel, and he did not hear the applicant say they thought that it
ispractical. Hesaid that he could seeapossible negotiation between staff and the applicant
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for Alternative #2.

PM Rowe stated that Alternative #1, option 2, places conditions which minimizes the
redesign of the precisedevelopment plan onthecurrent site, and basically envisionsthe same
flipping of the plan, but on the current site rather than moving it to the corner. He noted
there has already been remarks by the applicant that thisis objectionable because it putsthe
back of the building tothe main thoroughfare, so| don’t know wherewewould be successful
inthat. PM Rowe added that knowing wherethevotesaelikely to be, maybe staff can come
up with something different. He confirmed that they would be proceeding under avariation
of Alternative #1, which is not yet approving the zoning amendment, but basically
continuing the request with direction that the applicant and staff work to redesign the current
precise development plan.

PM Rowe was provided the following remarks and key issues from the Commission for the
applicant and staff to work with in the redesign of the precise plan: 1) Commissioner Engles
commented that he would like to see the applicant come back with aplan for their fast food
restaurant, aswell asaspecific sit-down restaurant. He added that agood example might be
the Sinaloa Restaurant that just burned down, asit is going to be really hard to rebuild that
restaurant on the same site where they were previously located. PM Rowe said staff could
certainly approach the Sindoa owners to seeif they are interested in this being a possible
site. Commissioner Mueller said that he thinks, from a process standpoint, they ought to be
able to proceed with or without an actua sit-down restaurant; 2) The onsite traffic
circulation; 3) Road “ A”/Madrone Parkway intersection; 4) Better definition of the parking
and maybe more specific information on the agreement they workout with the hotels;

5) Placement of the restaurant padsto help block off the fuel station part of the gas station;
and 6) Commissioner Englesoffered advisement to the applicant with respect to placement
of therestaurant to the north-south, otherwise the outdoor seating could be adversely affected
because that particular siteislocated in awind tunnel.

Chair Acevedo commented that his preference is not to have landscaping between the
Chevron gas station and the In-N-Out Burgers restaurant because they are gaing to exist
together. He also said that he would rather not see landscaping there because people are
going to trampleright across it when running over to the restaurant real quick from the gas
station.

Chair Acevedo reopened the public hearing.

Raymund Villanueva, Director of Development with In-N-Out Burgers, stated that he has
been working with staff on this project for morethan six months, negotiating back and forth
on thesitelayout. Heindicated it took management along time to decide whether to go on
thesmall pieceor thelargeone. Mr. Villanuevastated that asamarketing issue, they cannot
market the small piece for asit-down restaurant, so if they were to redesign the plan, they
canonly doitwith Alternative#2, asthey are nat receptiveto rd ocating to the comer parcel.
He was advised by Chair Acevedo that the Commission was not saying to relocate the
project to the corner parcel, but to place it on the existing footprint, which isoption 2 under
Alternative #1.

There being no further comments, Chair Acevedo closed the public hearing.

COMMISSIONERS MUELLER/ESCOBAR MOTIONED TO CONTINUE THE
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2) DAA-01-04:
CENTRAL-
CENTRAL
PARK

ITEM TO THE SPECIAL COMMISSION MEETING ON JULY 30, 2002. THE
MOTION PASSED BY A VOTE OF 5-0-1-1 AS FOLLOWS: ACEVEDO, ENGLES,

ESCOBAR, LYLE, MUELLER; NOES: NONE; ABSTAIN: WESTON; ABSENT:
BENICH.

A request to amend the development agreement for three of fifteen building allocations
for an eighteen-lot subdvision of 11.51 acres located on the north side of Central Avenue,
south of the Morgan Hill Business Park. The amendment request would extend three
building allocation from June 30, 2002, to August 30, 2002.

PM Rowe presented the staff report, advising that on June 26, 2002 the City Council granted
the applicant an Exception to Loss of Building Allocation (ELBA) for 3 of the project’s 18
building allotments for FY 2001-02, which allowed for a 60-day extension of time. The
amendment of the approved development agreement would add the two-month extension
dateto Exhibit “B”, SectionsV and V1 for recording thefinal map, pulling building permits,
and commencing construction of the 3 building allotments. PM Rowe provided staff’s
recommendation for the Commission to adopt Resolution No. 02-56 and forward
recommendation to the City Council for approval.

Chair Acevedo opened the public hearing.

Scott Schilling, 16060 Caputo Drive, Ste. 160, project applicant, briefly addressed the
Commission, advising that heisready to start thisproject. He stated that they are just about
done with plan check on the improvement plans and the final map through Public Works.
Mr. Schilling noted that they requested a 60-day extension just to make sure the final map
gets recorded, and added that they should be getting started any day now.

Commissioner Lyleasked Mr. Schilling if the August 1st date would be sufficient time for
the project to pull building permits. Mr. Schilling stated that changng that date to August
30th would aso give him benefit of the full 60 days, as does the date approved for
construction commencement.

There being no further comments, Chair Acevedo closed the public hearing.

COMMISSIONERMUELLER/ESCOBARMOTIONED TO ADOPT RESOLUTION
NO.02-56, WITH ARECOMMENDATION TO CITY COUNCIL FORAPPROVAL,
WITH A MODIFICATION TO EXHIBIT “A”, SECTION V, TO CHANGE THE
DATE FROM AUGUST 1, 2002 TO AUGUST 30, 2002 FOR PULLING BUILDING
PERMITS FOR FY 2001-02. THE MOTION CARRIED ON A VOTE OF 6-0-1 AS
FOLLOWS: AYES: ACEVEDO, ENGLES, ESCOBAR, LYLE, MUELLER,
WESTON; NOES: NONE; ABSTAIN; NONE; ABSENT: BENICH.

OTHER BUSINESS:

5) SUMMER
MEETING
SCHEDULE

It was the consensus of the Commission to cancel the July 23, 2002 regular meeting and
schedule a special meeting on July 30, 2002 to hear the In-N-Out Burger item. They also
agreed to cancel the August 27, 2002 meeting.
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ANNOUNCEMENTS:

ADJOURNMENT: There being no further business, Chair Acevedo adjourned the meeting at 9:25 p.m.

MINUTES RECORDED AND PREPARED BY:

FRANCES O. SMITH, Administrative Secretary
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